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_ ThlS studys examlned fathef*;nfant and mother-lnfant
. relat@,nshlps by observing infants and parents\ln their homes. The
subje ts were 20 infants, 10 boys and 10 girls,™7 and 8 months‘cf
. age. Bach. infant was visited twice when both parents were at -home.
A1l visits were made by the same two persons: a male observer, who
~'maintained a narrative account of infant and adult behaviors and a
female v151tor, who provided an alternative interactive partner for

the child. Comparlsons were made between'the frequencies of
affiliative- and attachment behaviors (rncludlng smiling, looklng,
vocalizing, reaching, approaching, and- seeking to be held) which were
directed by the -infant toward each adult. Results .of multlvarlateg

.1 analyses showed a s1gn1f1cant preference hy infamts for their fathers

over their mothers and the visitor, and for thair mothers over the -
visitor. When data’®were: compared on the individual,K measures, neither
parent emerged as a prefe;red attachment object but there was far
more affiliative type intéraction with father than pother. It was
noted that fathers also engaged in ‘more phy51ca11y~st1mulat1ng and
vunpredlctable games. The author sugdests that the prominence of play
in the father-infant relatlonsH;p helps to make the_ father a person
with whom interaction is pleasurable, varied, and unpredlctahle.
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‘ INFANT ATTACHMENT T0 MOTHERS AND FATHERS.

: . { J hd ~§ .
= J /9) “ :
pare Thepassessment of the infant's lttpchnent to his mother has been a topic of, o

("'_.}b

. consiJErabie interest to develoﬁmental psychologists in iecent years (Ainsworth,

L . g
.

1973), *but faf less attention has ggen given to the nature of the relationship

..
[ . '_ between the infant andqhis father. Since mostlchildren are’ raised in nuclear

. families éontaining both a mother and a father, it appears that in focusing so

.

narrowly onnthe mother-infant interaction, we may have ipnored a relationship
g F e @ ot hd

. which 1s of great importance (Lamb l975a) ¢

°

In attempting to remedy this situation, I decided to examinn<the father-in~
. « F
fant relationship by way of a. lqngitudinal study based oh 4 number of observations

L

of the infants in their homes. The datah shall present today are derived from the

o

2 first two of these observations, which took place when the subjects ware- seven
and eight monthsxof age. v : t‘ R - A ;E

- T ,0 We chose this age as our starting point because,.accoxding to Bowlbv's

Yo (1969) theo;y of attachmeht -the infants should have been -forming their first

o

9

a (and primarv) attachment to their mothers at this age. Thus, the preference /o

< - 2

for the mothers should be clearly evident since the attachments to the fathers,’

if they existed at all;,should be vastly‘inferior in ‘quality. 1In addition,~this

- = is a“‘uwe sonetines seen as the beginning of a period of. °’ stranger anxiety . nd'

§
our desinn permitted an evaluation of the sociabilitv with strangers as well. ’

i

The subgects:were 20 infants, 10 boys and 10 girls, recruited from the birth

records of the Yale New Haven Hospital. Thev were equallyvdistributed,across

g
¢ 5 -

“the upper four of the five classes on Hollingshead g® (1957) Two Factor Index

a
Il .

o£ Social Position. ) ? o e * ’

Lach infant was visited at times when both parénts were at home with the

° =

hAR . rchild. In general, this meant -that most vigits. tookdplace in the evening or on
¢ weekends, at the discretion of th parents. All visits were made b¥ the same
‘ P

two persohs, a male‘Qbserver and a female Visitor. The Observer dictated into

‘" a tape-reccorder a detailed narrative account of the infant's behavior and the

#

. R

‘contingent behavior of others, taking particular care fo ‘note each time an attach-

o
“yé§if,;2 e

Y : . Fay

o




ment behavior (Ainsworth 1964; Bowlby, 1969) was directed to one of the persons
& ’ e
present. While the Observﬁr withdrew completély from integection with the - parents . .
Y ) J .

and the child the Visitor interacted with thed, providing an. alternative in-

[

teractiVe partner for the chifds” It was’ hoped that this would assure us of a

P sampling of the typiell interaction between the‘child and ‘his parents when vis-

- .
- . s

itors were present. When subsequently questioned most of the parents stated

e o
<

‘\; that we had managed to achieve this. ¢ | f@’ . <

. 2 . /‘\/"
« N The narratives recorded by. the Ohserver were subsequently transcribed by a

< 2] .

-

tvpist, ‘and analyzed by lS—second time’ periods. Infants were observed for & -

o % . -

mean, of 153.5 minutes, ibut the analyses repOrted today are based dn the 122,25
& ' J ® o
: min&tes per infant (mean) during whichebotg parents and the. inVestigators were *

o . -

J
° o

R play of attachment behaviors by’ the infants. % r:

. . b
o The ;ragscripts were%searcned for each gnstance of one of the following

- ‘\

PO

smiling to, vocalizing to,ilooking at, laughing at (with), touching; seeking
VVI o ‘ : ' . R °

o TN to be picked up by, reaching to, and ‘fussing to.® It was also noted whether the
. R (?v

Lnfant was being hgld by or was within 3 feet of any of the adults. Thus, prox-
‘;'.rimity to the adult was also regarded as an attachment behavidk as was, approach-
I

«

. Formlooking,dvocaliziné, smiling and laughing, separate tallies were made for -
: ' ® v ' O :
e those behaviors which were directed when the child was cloge to: (i,e. within

.
‘Y

being within prox ity, and being held by were oﬁlv coded once in every 15-

‘,

e second unit as precaution against possible artificial inflation of. the data.

4

The estimate of proximity was - adjusted (by subtraction) for the amount of time

‘that the infants vere being held. | o 7

)
Q

:\ & -

Assessment of the data colIéct}on procedures was made by arranping for the

\ Observer and a naive assistant to observe, simultaneously and independently,

b

=7

:[Kc S

) &
. M- v c 2

simultanEouslv ‘present in the room, and could thus serve-as. targets for the dis-

attachmEnt hehaviors directed toWards Mother, Father, Visi‘torn or QObserver: \Qiii

. ing, which’ wagﬁdefined as a movement from beyond to within 3 feet of the person.

3’feet of) or distant from ( beyond } feet of ) the person concerned gTouching,_

o

. \0




several mother—father-infant.triads in a laboratory playroom,‘ang then com-

’

paring the reports of the Observer with those of the assistant.

ories -except smiliné, the rate of ggree?ent was above 907 in the case of smil-
ing the}agreement was 75%, with the Observer consistently,reporting'more(smil—
Aing to both pare;ts.'ﬂReliabiliti in the‘tabulation'of“the behaviors was also
high, ranging from 82% ts 95% for the beharior categories. When the distinction
" between close and distant behaviors was eiiminated, the rate og,agreement was

=

Q

somewhat higher.

= 7
N

Thouyh the dat#were derived from two observations of each child there was
\\ LT o
no difference in behavior ‘at the two agéds, and consequently the data have been

©

'combined for the purposes of analysis.

(7
To equalize zhg fontribution of each infant to the prOup data, the scores

‘ x
for each infapt ‘on each measure were converted into rate° per minute, and

®
ﬁjablé lhdispiays the rates of attachment %ehaviors to mother, father and Vigitor.
e L b = > e . <
“ Insert.Table l-here L ;
{ & - . §
S 2 - N
| u E— v
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A repeated-measures multiyariaté‘anaiysis of variance (MANOVA) using the «

P %,

nrates of smiling, vocalizing,. looking, laughingy touching, fussing, reaching,a

g

seeking to be held approaching, and proximity (adjusted for the time that infants
M ,c
were being held) as variables was compdted to determine whether there was a. con-
/"
sistent preference fdr any person.\

i

The results showed a significant preference

for the fathers over the other two persons Qg( 001, 25( 014 for the two roots)
H

Purther MANOVAs comparing mother with father mother %ith Visitor, and father

' witn Visitor, showed that the fathers were preferred to the mothers (p<: 0))
4 7

and -to the Visitor ®<. 05), while the mothers were préferred to the Viﬁitor
(Q_(.O;) “Univariate repeated measures ANOVAs were then computed on the indive~-
idual measures. The infants smiled (<.05), vocalized Q;(,OOI) and looked ‘

{(p£.005) at their fathers more often than at their mothers, and tended (p «.10)

. i N ' ) s . .
to reach to and laugh in interaction with them more oftén than with their mothers.
. %
. :

L .. a5 ) )
i) T

o > L] P
. 7 - o . ’

In all cateO- .




The other measuxes showed no,significant differences. '/ ' r
< N » » 7 ' '

In comparing the father-infant and Visitor;infant interaction, univariate

-related to close physical contact aund the desire for it. Bo%h parents are, pref-

* infants may affiliate with many familiar persons other than attachment fipures,

r

tests showed that the rnfantsAvocalized to Qg(.OS),,touched Q1<.01) and fussed

'and fussed to (2¢; 001) their mothers more often than the Visitor, and also

\1

‘be held by someone and the desire to be near someone when distressed. Inspec~

-2 ' R . ' )

to (B.<.Ol) their fathers more often.than the Vigitor, while also tending to v,
8 A . o

N 2

reach towards hlm more often Qg( 10).

o

%

:  Finally, the data showed that the, infants sought to be held by . QR‘: Ol)

W

° (3

tended'(g<i;10) to tduch their mothers more often. On therether hand, they

o . o - @ Ty 14

W

) gL e
looked (p <.01) and tended to smile (p <.1l0) more often at .the -Visitor,

: . | Insert Table 2 'here
L . & Bl ®

@

&

The preference patterns can be seen more clearly on Table 2. Notice that

a -

the discrimination ofj&?e Visitor from the parents 13 clearest on those measures

erred to the Visitor on such measures, but In addition to this, the fathers are -

preferred to-both the’Visitor and the mothers in the display of distal attach-

0 , , gk Y . -

ment behaviors. .
-

o

It ig valuaole at this point tu consider the distinction drawn by, Bretherton
‘{

and Ainsworth (1974) between::he affiliative and attachment svstems. Whereas

there are certain behaviors and certain types of interaction which are restricted © 9
largely to intercourse with attachment; figures. On both conceptual and.empirical

ul
srounds (Tracy, Lamb & Ailnsworth, 1974) the best examples would be the dcsire to

tion of Table 2 makes plain that neither parent is preferred to the other on meas-

I
ures of this nature, but both are preferred to the Visitor. Clearly, while the
. g .

Visitor is an Attractive person with whoim to interact, the infants readily dis-

tinguish her from the\ﬁarents. o |
- - . = ) R ~ 2 N
The comparison between the two parents is also interesting. ‘While neither

4 -
o n ‘ . =

ek {¢
I RT
~




§Q

’ .. mother nor father emerges as a preferred attachment object on these four measures,

“there 1is far moxe affiliative-type interaction with fakher than with mother.

wnai this suggests is that\neither mothers nor fathers,are superiorlattachment {

H ‘ ’
ffgures in this situation, but that fathers are just more fun.
. ‘\rhus far, I have made no reference to the parents behavior. We did analyze

the parent 3 contribution to the interaction in the contexts of play and physical

BN contact, and these "analyses have been reported elsewhere- (Lamb l975b) To summ-

i arize them briefly. therc was evidence that the types of interaction in the

»mother—infant and father-infant dyads differed qualitatively. The response o
4to play with father was significan;lv more positive than with mother but this was
A - leariy because fathers engaged the infanto in more physicallv stimulatin and

'unpredictable games. Likewise, the fathers picLed up their infants mainly to

oy

play with them, nbt to perform caretaﬂing functions, and consequently the res-

ponse to phvsical contact was also more positive with fathers.

w @

I begar? this research aiming to address the question with which most ner-

: ' éons in this area appear to be concerned (e.g. Cohen & Lampos, 1974; kotelchuck,

1972) namely. is there any evidence that,mothers are preferred to fathers, a..
A~

: Bowlby' g (1969) notion of monotropy predicts. As the project proceeds, I become
u
1ncrea‘ingly convinced that’%hiu question is an inappropriate one to ask, .and:
‘, J
' ‘ indecd one to whioh we are unable to formulate general conclusions because of

e the inadequacy of the measures at our disposal (Lamb, 19745 Weinnaub Brooks,

& Lchds, 1975) The. issue should not be: is mother more important than father,

{/

for that depends/on how wvou define and measure 1mportance rather the issue should

//x\\he:“in wvhat ways are fathers important.. Certainly, I think that the data we are

gathering indicate that both parentg.are "important” but far more interestingly,

"« they imply that the nature of mother-infant and father-infant interaction differ.

o

., We intend to direct our atteption in the course of this studyv to character-

)
¢

izing the relationships, and thereby determinlng in what ways mothers and




o

( B3 believe we can no’ longe.

accept the 1mplicit a:lumption that fathcrl are simply occasional mother-sub-

stitutel. rather, they may have an import:nt role to play in cocialization
i

which is indcpendent of the mothers' -- a rolgfwhich hasnbeen almost totally

ignored by students of infancy. A tcneative hypothesis @nore fully detailed

in Lamb, 1975:) based on the reaultl of previous reaearch and the preeent iﬁ

ltudy, 1- that the prominence of play in the father-infant rclationlhip

contribute- to a definition of the ftthcr 48 a person with whom intcraction

pIeasurlblc, varied and unptcdictablc. Thus defined, the father serves -

to introducc the child to the world beyond the home, and determines the att-

itude with which the child approaches the world. The tentative niturejof

the hypothcsi- underlinel the need for furthcr rclcarch on :he role of the

i

- fathér in both’ 1nfancy and childhood, I am convinncd though that these

cffqrtl wiil -ub-cantiatc my bclicf that the infant'n social world is far

more complex and lultidimannionll than we are accultomnd to _Portraying it,

¢

RS

i o

?}vs‘iv“‘;'
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Mean rates per minute'of'display of attachment behaviors

[+]

Behavior
Smiles
Vocalizeé
Looks
Laughs
Approach
Proximity.
Reaches to
Touches

Seeks to be held

Fusseq to

)

Mother

0.140
0.052
6.868
0.040

5,036
1.912
0.020

0.116
0.016
0.036

Father

0.276
0.108
1.240
0.092
0.036
1.640
0.040
0.156
0,008
0,032

Excluding time when the infants were being heid

Vigitor

0,220
0,064
1,196
0.056

1,884
G.020
0.064
0.660
6,004




Table 2

Patterns of preferences in the display of attachnent behaviers

Be.havior

Vocalizes
- Smiles
Locks
Laughs
"Approach
l’r«:nd.mit’:ya

Peaches

Touches
Seeks to be held

Fusaes to

Hve £ | Eve ¥
P> Maks L3S0
FoME -
P MA# -
7y -
- .

Fo M PV

- Fpykd

- ' F o URE

Ezeluding time when infants weze held

% pd ,001
wk POk
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